In the article by Xie *et al*. ([2014](#tpj12857-bib-0001){ref-type="ref"}), the labels of MGDG and DGDG of the *X*‐axis in Figure [7](#tpj12857-fig-0007){ref-type="fig"}a should be reversed, and the labels of the *Y*‐axis in Figures [8](#tpj12857-fig-0008){ref-type="fig"}a,b should be signal mg^−1^ dry weight and in Figure [8](#tpj12857-fig-0008){ref-type="fig"}c should be nmol g^−1^ dry weight. Also, the colors in the legends of Figure [8](#tpj12857-fig-0008){ref-type="fig"}c should be: grey for WT, light black for *OE‐1* and black for *acbp3*. Therefore, the correct Figure [7](#tpj12857-fig-0007){ref-type="fig"}a and Figure [8](#tpj12857-fig-0008){ref-type="fig"} below should replace the original figures on pages 61 and 62, respectively.

![Content of lipid species of 4‐week‐old WT,*ACBP3‐OEs* (*OE‐1* and *OE‐4*) and *ACBP3‐KOs* (*acbp3* and *ACBP3‐RNAi*) before treatment (day 0) and after LS treatment for 4 days (LS day 4; for *ACBP3‐OEs*) or 6 days (LS day 6; for *ACBP3‐KOs*). DGDG, digalactosyldiacylglycerol; MGDG, monogalactosyldiacylglycerol; PG, phosphatidylglycerol; PC, phosphatidylcholine; PE, phosphatidylethanolamine; PI, phosphatidylinositol; PS, phosphatidylserine; PA, phosphatidic acid. Asterisks indicate significant differences from WT; \**P *\<* *0.05; \*\**P *\<* *0.01 by Student\'s t‐test. Values represent means ± SD (*n *=* *4) of four independent samples and each sample was pooled from the rosettes of three plants](TPJ-82-899-g001){#tpj12857-fig-0007}

![Sphingolipid contents in rosettes of WT,*ACBP3‐OEs* and *ACBP3‐KOs* after LS treatment. For GIPC and GlcCer profiling, 4‐week‐old WT,*ACBP3‐OEs* (*OE‐1* and *OE‐4*) and *ACBP3‐KOs* (*acbp3* and *ACBP3‐RNAi*) were untreated (CK), LS‐treated for 4 days (a; for *ACBP3‐OEs*), or LS treated for 6 days (b; for *ACBP3‐KOs*). For ceramide profiling, 4‐week‐old WT,*OE‐1* and *acbp3* plants were untreated (CK) or LS‐treated for 2 days (LS). The rosette samples were harvested at the indicated times. The relative levels of GIPC (left panels in a, b) and GlcCer (right panels in a, b) were calculated by normalizing the signals of the compounds to the dry weight of tissues. The contents of Cer (c) were calculated by normalizing the amounts of compounds to the dry weights of tissues. Asterisks indicate significant differences from WT; \**P *\<* *0.05; \*\**P *\<* *0.01 by Student\'s *t*‐test. Values represent means ± SD (*n *=* *4) of four independent samples and each sample was pooled from the rosettes of three plants](TPJ-82-899-g002){#tpj12857-fig-0008}

On page 59, the sentence '...but PA levels showed significant elevation compared to the untreated control (Figure [7](#tpj12857-fig-0007){ref-type="fig"}a)' should read '...but PA levels showed significant elevation after 6‐day LS treatment compared to the untreated control (Figure [7](#tpj12857-fig-0007){ref-type="fig"}a)'. The sentence '...the levels of unsaturated species such as C36:5‐, C36:4‐, C36:2‐, C38:6‐, C38:4‐, C38:2‐, C40:2‐, C42:3‐, C42:2‐ and C44:2‐PS declined in both *OE‐1* and *OE‐4* lines, while those of C34:3‐, C34:2‐, C36:3‐, C36:2‐, C38:6‐, C38:5‐, C38:3‐, C38:2‐, C40:2‐, C42:4‐, C42:3‐, C42:2‐, C44:3‐ and C44:2‐PS increased significantly ...' should read '...the levels of unsaturated species such as C36:5‐, C36:4‐, C36:2‐, C38:4‐, C38:2‐, C40:2‐, C42:3‐, C42:2‐ and C44:2‐PS declined in both *OE‐1* and *OE‐4* lines, while those of C34:3‐, C34:2‐, C36:3‐, C36:2‐, C38:3‐, C38:2‐, C40:2‐, C42:4‐, C42:3‐, C42:2‐, C44:3‐ and C44:2‐PS increased significantly ...'.

Because in the article by Xie *et al*. ([2014](#tpj12857-bib-0001){ref-type="ref"}), we focused on comparison of the same compound between WT and *ACBP3‐OEs* or between WT and *ACBP3‐KOs*, rather than the relative amounts of specific compound among the samples, the above changes do not affect the conclusions of the article.

The lipid data of Figures [8](#tpj12857-fig-0008){ref-type="fig"}a and [8](#tpj12857-fig-0008){ref-type="fig"}b were acquired at the Kansas Lipidomics Research Center (<http://www.k-state.edu/lipid/lipidomics/>), following the protocols instructed on the website, while the lipid data of Figure [8](#tpj12857-fig-0008){ref-type="fig"}c were obtained as described in the original publication on page 65.

The authors wish to apologize for these errors.
